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Davis 1

THE NPT AND IRAN A CASE OF DOMESTIC AND BUREAUCRATIC POLITICS

The nonproliferation of weapons of mass cestruction particularly nuc_ear weapons, has been a major
element 1n the foreign policy of the Chinton Admmistration For this reason, tae Acmimstration placed considerab e
emphasis on obtaming the indefinite extenston of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) on the occasion of 11s
25-year review and extension m April-May 1995 For a range of foreign policy reasons, inclucing nucleat
nonprohifera-ion, another clear and important goal of the Admunistration has oeen ‘dual containment” of both Iran
and Iraq This paper w1l consider the process of implementing these two policies in the run-up to both the NPT ~
Review and Extension Conference anc the announcement of a complete trade and mvestment embargo on Iran, t30

t

events taa: occurred at the same time It will demonstrate how bureaucratic and comestic political factors heloec )
lead tae Acmimsration to take action on one policy, contatning Iran, that coulc have jeoparcized success on t1e
second, NPT extenston, and seek to craw some _essons from t1at experience
Prionity, Indefinite Extension of t1e NPT

I‘n Sentember 1993, Presicent Clinton announced the results o his admimstration’s review oS U S
nouproliferation policy The po.icy mcluded the o lowing e'ement “The U S will max<e every effort to secure the
indefinite extension of the Non-Pro.1%eration Treaty m 1995 U'S support for this objective was not new, Sut 1t
was signiZicant that t1e President had mace 1t such a hig1 oriority W le the wteragency process to support t1e
oYjectny e was somewnat slow to get up anc running, in 1994 an N2T Tas< Z¢rze was formed to bring togetaer ire
agencies mvohved in NPT policymaking (Arms Contro! anc Disarmament Agency, Departments of Commerce,
Defense, Energy, and State, Jomt Chiefs of Staf, Nuclear Regu atory Commissioa) Under tae imoetus of the
Presiaent’s emphasis on incefinite extension, the process operated re atuvely smootaly, with agencies effectine v
bringing their resources and expertise to sear on the problem of organizing for tae 1995 NPT Extension Conference
and tae Preparatory Commuittee (Prencom) meetings that led up to 1t

Just before the ConZerence, cota tae President and Secretary of State reiteratec tae priority taey attacied to

tns policy On Marca 1, 1995, tae Presicent to d an audience at the Nixon Center ‘ Imagime the dangers our

carcren anc grancchildren will face if we co not continue to do everything in our power -o reduce t1e tareat of

! The Wate House, Office of t1e Press Secretary, “Fact Saeet  Nonorohferation and Export Control

Po 1cy,” Septemoer 27, 1993, 3
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nuclear arms  Nothing 1s more 1m>yortant to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons than extencing t1e Treaty
indefinitely and unconditionally 2 Achieving such an extension required obtaining agreement among the 173
members of the Treaty, through consensus if possible, but at least through a large majority To that end, shortly

be’ore the Conference began Secretary of State Warren Cristopher invited emoassy redresentatives -rom NPT

member countries to the State Department to tell them

We are seeking the support of your countries for ‘the NPT s} mdefinite and
unconditiona’ extension  Every yes vote at the Review Conference tins the .
balance furtaer i favor of those who seek to settle disputes through the

mstruments of peace, not the tools of mass destruction 3

The chief obstacle to reacaing this objective was criticism on the dart of some NPT parties princina .y
developing countries, that tae Treaty ciscriminates against those countries not Hossessing nuclear weapons and taose
with small or nonexistent nac.ear energy capabihinies This view led them “o criticize imolementaiion 2y tne nuclear
weapon states of the Treaty’s »rovisions committing tae latter not to assist other states to accutre nuc.ear weapons
and calling for negotiations leac.1g to a cessation of the nuc ear arms race  Among otier cmaige, * _58 C.1ICS als0

attacked nuclear supphier statzs for not Zulfilling the NPT’s promise of tae “fullest poss.b.2 excs anee of goods and

- A2

mformation for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy In their view, suca shortcomirgs of Treaty imp ementation
suggested that 1t snoulc be extencead for only a fived period of time (say, 25 years) acter v =h further extension
could be reviewed in tae light of efforts to imorove umplementation n these areas

One of the NPT part.2s most vocal in making these arguments was Iran  In dart because of evicence that
Iran was seeking nuclear weapons, tae US had acopted its po.icy of containment, w.a1c 1 mcluded an eZort to
prevent Iran rom participating 1 trade t1at would contribute to 1ts military capasilines While the U S 1ad not
been able to persuade 1ts allies and other ceveloped countries to restrict trade w1i1 Iran as severe.y as 1ac

Washington, exports of sensitive 1tems _ihe nuclear matenals, ecuipment and tecano ogy were barred by virtua , all

cevelooed counmies  This situation lec Iran to complain bitter.y that 1t was being deniec the very nuc ear

- *President William Jefferson Clinton, Accress to tie Ninon Center “or Peace and Freedom Policy
Conference,” Washington, D C, March ., 1995,6 9

3 . ’ N = -
Wairen Christooher, “Secretary’s Remarhs to the Washington Dix'omatic Community,” Aot 5, 1995, 1
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cooperation that was proviced for in t1e NPT Iran was also sharply critical of nuclear weapon states for s ow

srogress n wor<ing to end the arms race and for allegedly assisting other countries, Israel in particu.ar, to obtain
4

nuclear weasons

Iran s dissatisfaction with NPT imp ementation was particularly manifested at the Third Prescom 1n

Sestember 1994 * Focusing on the 1ssue of nuclear cooperation, the Iraman de.egation sough: agreement on
procecures that would place the review of nuclear supplier efforts to control exports i the context of the NPT’s
nuclear cooperation provision, taereby increasing its opportunities for criticizing these efforts When the nuclear
suppliers resisted Iran’s procedural intziatives, the Iranians obstructed agreement on the overall agenda anc rules for
the Conference, the main purpose oI the Third Prepcom Thais action, according to members of the US NPT
delegation, jeopardized the entire Conference Altmough these matters were resolvec 1n time for the ConZerence 1n
April 1995, Iran remained cnitical of the Treaty and active 1 promoting 1ts views among fellow memers of the
Non-Aligied Movement (NAM), whica represented 111 of the 173 members of the NPT Consequently, as the
Conference approacied, the U S viewed Iran as one of 1ts most cifficult cbstac es in attaining the vital national
o. cctve of ;meefinre NPT extension
Pricrity Cont~_nment of Iran

The dual containment po 1cy was minally cescribed m puolic 1n a May . 993 speech by Marun Incyk,
Soecial Assistant to the President for Near East and South Asian Affars Indvk statec that the U S 05 ecuive in the
region was to “counter bota the Iragi and Iranian regimes” and tha- “we w1 | not neec to cepend on one to counter
t1e other,” as we often 1ad in the past He describec Iran’s quest for weapons 02 mass cestruction as one of several
reasons why 1t represents a challenge to tie U S and the wnternational community ® The policy was elaborated on 1n

Foreign A-fairs magazine by Anthony Lake, Assistant to the President for Nauonal Security Affawrs, who wrote that

* A good articulation of these views 1s found n ‘ Statement by His Exce.lency Dr Al Akbar Ve ayaty,

Mimster for Foreign AZfairs of the slamic Republic o Iran before 1995 Review and Extension Conference of States
Parties to the Treaty on Non-Proliferation o2 Nuclear Weapons,” New York, April 21, 1995

The author woulc Iike to tiank tae following memoers oS tae NPT delegation for provicing their views on
tae subjects ciscussed in 1115 paper Thomas Graham Special Reoresentative o7 tae President for Arms Control,
Nonproliferation, and Disarmament, Lawrence Scheinman, Assistant Director for Nonprohferation and Regional
Amms Control, T S Amms Contio! ari Disarmament Agency (ACDA), and Michael Rosenthal, Chief, Nuc ear
Safeguarcs and Techno'ogy Divisioi, ACDA
¢ The Washington Institute Zor Near East Po'icy, * Soecial Report Chinton Acmimistration Po 1cy towarc t1e
Midc.e East, Po 1oy Watgn, May 21, 1993

3
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n Iran “a revolutionary regime remams engaged in out.aw behavior 7 However, he held out a small carrot to Iran
by writing t1at “more norma. relations are conceivadle, once 1t cemonstrates its wi lingness to abide by
mternational norms and abandon po.icies and actions mimical to regional peace and security ” He added that whi'e
the U S would work with friendly governments to prerent Iran from procuring sensitive items, “this does not mean

Washington mtends to cuarantine Iran or ceny 1t all minary-related goods,” smce some are “defensive stems that do
not affect the regional security environment w7

The key to making this policy work. as acknowledged by Lake and Indyx, was the support of such '
‘friencly governmen-s” i he'ping to contain Iran, 1n particular by refusing to supply 1t with “sensmve 1tems ”
However, the U S took a more draconian apsroach to containing Iran than did most other counries, reZusing to
supply 1t with any commocity control ec uncer U S export control law and barring imports from Iran, inclucing o1l
(taough U S o1l companies were permitiec to buy Iranian o1l for shipment to other markets) Otaer friencly
governments, waile agreeing that uresoonsic 2 Iranian behavior warranted caution n supslymg sensitive items, did
niot accept that such restrictive measures were needed and pursued increased trace with Iran 1n other areas
Moreover, 1 the face of sirong interraiznc. -- parucular’'y U S -- pressure, China and Russia demonstreted a
wilingness td supn.y Iran conventional wearcns, nuc_ear power reactors, and other important trade By .ate .94,
it was becommg clear that, despite the strenzth of U S anti-Iran measures, fatlure of otaer countries to adoot simi.ar
maasures 2ant that contammen- was not wor<ing to change Iranan behavior *

This Zaw m U S policy was also nouced by memoers of Congress Lacking the clear threat of the Soviet
Union that “eaturec tae Cold War, many members ¢™ Congress were searching for a new adiersary on waich to base
their concept of the international environment [as were otaer Americans) Iran fit the bill nicely Some members
too the view that tie U S must tase every measure possiole to make the dual containment policy work, even at the
expense of U S business And some represented the growing tendency of Congress to seek to impose U S policy
and Jaw on otaer countries as a means o< pursuing our “oreign po 1Cy o3jectives, regarc.ess of 1e certain negative

aZfect of suca extraterritoria.ity on re.ations wita these countries

-

Antiony Lake, “Confronung Backlash States,” 73 2 Fore en Affawrs (199-) 50, 53

The autaor would like to than< the fo.lowng participants in U S solicy toward “ran Zor their views
Frances Culpepoer, Deputy Director, Office of Northern Gu f Affairs, Bureau o Near East Affairs ano Elizabeth
Ward, formerly Saecial Assistant, Regional Afamrs, Bureau of Near East A-fairs

8
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In the case o7 Iran, these attitudes were manifestec n similar legislation p aced beZore their respective
houses by Senator Alfonse D’ Amato and Congressman Peter King, ooth Resuslicans ~he proposed .egislation
would have proabited not only U S companies and their Zoreign subsidiaries, sut also other foreign firms from
doing busmmess wita Iran  Under the legislation, foreign firms taa: traded with Iran would be barred from doing
business m the US Given Israel’s serious concerns ascout Iranian hegemonic amoitions and support for ténonsm,
these bills'were being promoted by the powerful American Israel Puolic Affairs Committee (AIPAC) According to
Executive Branch officials, the legislation risked relations with the countries mvolved but s-ood a reasonab.e chance
of passage because of strong anti-Iranian sentiment in Congress Other relevant legislation included House Speaker
Newt Gingrich's oropesal for a special mtelligence fund to support a strategy, in the Speaker’s words “cesigned to
Zorce the replacement of the current regime 1n Iran »?

Failure of tae U S to persuade otaer countries to acopt a tougher policy toward Iran and the emerging
congressional mterest in 1n00sing extratenitorial law s on firms from allied countries comng business with Iran led
the Executive Branch to begin areview of U S policy toward Iran 1n November 1994 The desire fora
mociication of U S ponzy wvas a'so fue’ed by arguments U S oZficials were heanng from their Zoreizn
interlocutors taat U S pa i<y + as somewhat hypocritical, given that U S firms were earning handsome profits on
the sale of Iranian o1l 1n ‘creign markets Agencies mnvo vec in the review include the Dedartments of Commerce,
Defense, Energy, State, and Treasury For t1e most part, particinants at Commerce, Defense, Energh anc S.ate
were from different of-ices from those officials 1n taewr agencies mvolved n N2T policy

Wishing to take strong action to ma'ke contamment work and to preempt t1e D’ Amato/King legislation the
State Department sta<ed out a toug.1 position in favor of prolubiting U S companies from buying Iraman o1 on ~he
open market, mvesting 1 projects in Iran, and exsorting anvthing to Iran (not just controlled tems) '° Other

agencies expressed opposition to such measures on tae grounds that they were unlikely to have much efect on Iran

anc would certainly hurt US companies " pop arguec i favor of m1'cer sanctions controlling exports that might

9

3320
10

1995 15

11

,Donna Cassata, “Iran Coyert Fund Proposa. Delays Autnorization,” Congressional Quarterly 53 £2 (1995)

E.ame Sciolmo, “Caristoper Proooses Tighter Curbs on Trace with Iran ” The Wew York Times, 1 Aol

Sciolino I5 Robert S Greenberger. * Clinton Officials to Study Tougher Sanctions on Iran,” The Wa |
Street Journal 3 Aonil .995 B-

roaE
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have military applications, whi'e Commerce urged that we only take measures that we could reasonasly expect
other countries to acoat However, the swength of the Presicent’s desire to enforce his contamnment policy was
demonstrated in March 1995, when ae 1ssued an executive order blocking a $1 billion project by CONOCO Inc to
develop o1l and gas Selds n Iran 1

Cabinet-level meetings were held in early Apri. to seu ¢ the broader question of new sanctions In the end,

the President accented the State Department position to prohibir all trade with Iran, including overseas trade in

N
Iramian oil, as well as all U S investment in Iran  Policy hac thus evolved from Lake’s more nuanced approach m *
March 19§4, whica contemplated the possibility 0 * more normal relations” and indicated a willingness to consiaer
the transZer even of mi.itary-related goocs that co not aZfzct regional security, to a oan on virtually all economic
mtercourse wit1 Iran  On April 30, President Clinton, citing as reasons Iran’s pursu.t of nuclear weapons and
support Zor terrorism, announced the accitional sanctions 11 a speec to the World Jewish Congress  In spite of the
Zact that dart of the rationale for contamment was nonpro iZzration and of Iran’s notential to obstruct the key U S
ob_ective of NPT extension, those mnvolved in NPT policy iac not been involvec in the Iran policy review The
NPT ce egation was thus cuite surprised by the announcerert and concernec aoout 1ts effect on the ongoing
Extension ConZerence
A Clagh of Priorities? '

The co naicencs of tae N2T Extension ConZerence ana the announcement of severe new sanctions on Iran,
a country taat had shown 1tself to be a major oostacle to U S ot ectives on tae NPT, raises a number o7 cuestions
asout the‘ national secunit: po'icy process Did the new po 1cy ma<e sense? Could its announcement on Aoril 30
have been expected to undermine U S eZforts at the NPT ConZerence? Why were the two policies not better
coordmated and w aat factors led the President to announce t1us policy when he c1d” Finally, what does all ts say
about the factors nfluencing the process and asout the process itse.f? The first two cuestions will be ciscussec :n
this section, and the remawing questions in the final two sections
Those w10 opposed the new sanctions argued taat t1e consequence wou.c be to hurt U S busmness w1

minima. gain for our foreign policy Taey believec that as satisfying as t1ey migat 2e to those opoosing the Iraman

regime, the sanctions stood little chance of changing i1ts beaavior Furst, 1t seemec un tkely that ofer countries

Scio mo I8
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woulc follow the U S lead m imposing tougher sanctions While tae new nolicy c1d aave some effect on such
matters as the wi_ngness of European countries to grant oZZicial credits to companies trading with Iran and of Japan
to finance construction of a dam 1n Iran, no major government agreed to a broad trade embargo on Iran B n
acdition, nerther Russia nor China saowed any willingness to desist in their p.ans to sell nuclear power plants to
Iran These developments have 'ed Senator D’ Amato to resume pursuit o legislation to sanction foreign Eompames
comg business with Iran, legislation on which the Admimistration 1s now negonating to make sanctions
discretionary However, some version of this new bill may well be adopted 7

Second, 1t was possiole tnat such severe sanctions would merely strengtien the hand of the funcamentalist
clerical leacersaip 1n Iran, who thrived on the unifying effect of cecrying the evils of the “Great Satan,” at tae
expense c;f more secular influences in Iran who were interested n contacts w11 the West ** Given the widespread
onposition to the new sanctions both wit1m anc outsice the government resu ung from these flaws n t1e solicy, 1t
seems particularly unortunate that 1ts ansouncement migat 2ayv e uncerruned anotaer policy prionty of t1e
Acministration

Avart from the merts of i1z ar2.2 "+ hat zhoat s actual eZect on the NPT? In spite of the high priority
of NPT extension, based on interviews wizh s2rme o the officia s involvec m 2oth the Iran policy and the N2T, taere
appears to have been no consideration of t1e possible eect of tnhe decision to impose new sanctions on the N2T
All seem 'to acknowledge, however, 11at ir = circumstances cescrided above mcicate taat Iran po.icy could aave
affected the NPT As indicated 1n Secretary Christopher’s remarks to foreign ciplomats cited anove, 1t was
important to win every vote possinle Tae Presicent’s soezza occurrec the same week that the reso.ution for
ncelinite extension was mtroduced at the Conference, ana NPT ce egation members report that several NAM
delegations held back on account of taeir outrage about the new U S sanctions Even some U S a.lies and others
sympathetic to mcefinne extension were miffed that they aac not been given any warning about the new sanctions

Furtaermore, while Iran dic not undertake procedura. efforts to orevent NPT extension, as some rac

Zearec, tae speech may have motivatec 1ae Iranian delegation more strong y 1o suaport an Zgyptian resolution

12 Alan Cowel, U S Fails to Enlist Euronean Al ies in Zren.an Trade Emoargo,” The New York Times, 3

May 1995 A7, Punishing Iran,” Economist, 6 May 995 1~
14

The case Zor this persoective ;s made in Edward G Shirley “The ran Po.cy Tran,” Foreien Policy 96
(199=) 75-93

P
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singling out Israel as a non-NPT »arty and to press for removal from that reso uuon of positive references to the
Middle East peace process '* Both of these ef orts were objectionasle to t1e U S, and t1e Egyptian resolution
delayed final action on extencing the Treaty, causing the U S and 1ts allies consideraole consternanion The new
sanctions may also aave provoked Iran to help umpede the efforts of the U S and other delegations to get agreement
on committee reviews of the Treaty that were the subject of virtual consensus
Possible Exolanations

Whatever effect the new U S sanctions had on the NPT Confererce tiougi, we know that the NPT was
indefinitely extended, which suggests that what was arguably an unforunate time Jor tae President’s speec was not
amajor prob em for tae NPT Su |, one 15 left with tae nagging cuestion o why the process did not permit a rev iew
of the relationship between the two 1ssues  Second, even accepting t1e arguments in favor of the new sanc-ions,
could not the announcement of tae policy have been delayed beyond t1e conc usion of the NPT Conference, a mere
two weeks after the Presicent’s soeecn, 1n order to prevent any poss,b e eZfect on t1e Conference?

Graham A_.lison’s organizational process paradigm suggests at 2ast part of t1e answer to t1e first cuestion
This paradigm includes the not:on that “surveillance of the mulup ¢ facets of foreign affawrs requiree tiat prob.ems
be cut up and parcelec out to various organizations” which ceal witn 102 proslems 1n terms of the constramnts they

take to be most important '

The necessary cecentralization of responsinl.y and nower ma <es central
coordination difficu t, and “projects tnet requwre several organizations o act wit1 high cegrees of precision and
coordmation are not lice.y to succeed ”"’ Each organization simp.y does -2 1t knows how to co best, indenencent
of the priorities of others In the case at hand, N2T and Iran po 1cy were clear y divided into two s2parate
mteragency processes (“orgamzations ) w.aich addressec tierr issues basec only on their own “constraints,” even

though both hac nonpro.iferation as a- least part of taeir rationa.e  As a consecuence, the two ¢ projects” were not

coordinated and the announcement of new sanctions put U S NPT efZorts at ris<

15 ~ . ;
Baroara Crossette, “Consensus Seen for Incefinite Extension o7 Nuc ear Pact,” The New Yor< Times, 7

May 1995 121, Baroara Crossette, Treaty Auned at Halung Spread of Nuc ear Weanons Extended,” The New
York Times, 12 May 1995 Al

1 Graham T Alhson, “Conceptua Mocels anc t1e Cusan Missile Crisis * redrinted 1n Halperin anc Kanter,
?_eadmcs In American Foreign Po icv (Boston Little, Brown, 1973) 57, 59

. Al ison, 62

1
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Since the policies were not coordinated, it 1s not surprising that the timing of tae President’s speech
announcing tae new sanctions conflicted with U S NPT efiforts FEowever, there may have been domestic political
factors which would have caused the speech to ta<e place during t1e NPT Conference even had there been better
coordination John Tierney ciscusses the increased opportunities and mcentn es for congressional activism on
foreign policy, including partisanship '8 The 104th Congress has been Zeatured by saarp ideological clashés
between congressional Repub.icans and the White House, and conflict has not been restricted to domestic policy
Tierney’s discussion of the phenomena of increasea foreign policy entrepreneurialism and of proposals to advance *
the policy preferences of interest groups 1s demonstrated by the proposals to cut 0 all U S trade and investment
w1t1 Iran and sanction foreign companies coing business there, wiich were made 5y Republicans D’ Amato and
King and strongly suoported by AIPAC Senator D’ Amato’s promotion of tais legislation may also be influencec
by his ro.¢ as chairman of the Senate Banking Commuittee, a commttee whic1 wou'c be mvolved in assessing tae
resu.ts of the sanctions and thus would have its statuie enhanced relative to other committees

The precise timing of t1ie announcement of new sanctions may well have been affected by these factors
As mentioned above, the Administration regarc 2d the leg's atior as having a caance of passage, and hearings 1n tae
House on the proposed bills were scheculec the samc wee« o7 t1e President’s speech  Furthermore, the Presicent’s
appearance before a Jewish organization offered him an opportunity to announce a policy that woulc assuredly be
ponsular with taat group and generally with the commur.iy represented oy AIPAC, which was promoting tae
D Amato/King bil.s Tierney’s ana ysis also points out t1at jegislation does not even have to be acopted 1 orcer to
have an effect This 1s certainly the case with the proposed legis ation, which has not been passed but which 1ac a
very clear impact on the Presicent’s cecision to impose new sanctions
Conclusions

|

This case study suggests some lessons about the national security po.cy process The Drocess Zactors
cescribed by analysts such as A_lison anc Tierney are unsortant srecisely because taey are so imbedcec in our
system and taus hard to caange Fowever, study of suci nrocesses anc cases can help policymaking o icials to

worx around tae syncromes taat amder the formulation of effective policies

18 3 I3
John T Tierney, ‘ Congressiona Activism n Foreign Po 1cy Its Variec Forms and Sumuly,” in David A

Deese, The “vew Politics of American Foreign Pohiey MNew Yor< St Martin s Press, 1994) 102-11.
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First, 1t seems clear that there shou d aave been some consideration of the NPT issue 1n reviewing policy
toward Iran Suca a coordinating function 1s one of the chieZ functions o7 tae National Security Council staZf, whica
appears not to have recognizec the possisle effect of Iran policy on tae NPT Conference Even if the result of such
consideration had been the same, as 1s li<ely, tae timing might well have been adjusted to avoid any possible
conflict wita N2T efforts  And even if Comestic political factors meant that the announcement of the poligy had to
take place during the NPT Conference, the NPT celegation cou ¢ have been informed in acvance so they could
advise other NPT delegations -

It would not have been difficu 1 to have mmvolved those entities most mvolvec m N2T po.cy (ACDA,
State/PM) 1n the Iran policy review, particularly given that nonpro iferation was an 1ssue 1 sota cases It 1s unhkely
taat any suca participation in the oprocess would nave led to a cifferent resu't, but at least tze President would have
been informed of tae connection between the two 1ssues It would have been even less difficult to have informed
e NPT Qe egation 1n New Yorx of the impending announcement of the new sanctions, taus avoicing tae negative
reactions of other NPT celegations Tne general lesson 1s that government officials must pay more attention to the
effect of their actions on other priorttiss, at lezast tose related to their own areas of responsioility

Second, the experience witi 11e D’ Amato/King legislation suggests that work.ng wita Congress to saane
legislation, even (or especially) that sougat by members of the other party who appear to te try ing to score political
points against the Acministration, are more likely to w ork t1an cecisions taken uni aterz 3 23y tne Zxecutive Branch
to preempot proposed legislation The new sanctions dic have tae effect of putting o= consiceration of the measures
proposea by D Amato and King However, the continuing Zailure ol the U S to win alhec support for our sanctions
effort has fueled congressional mnterest in punishing foreign companies for trading or provicing creditto Iran  In
Septemoer 1995, D’ Amato mtrocuced new legislation to this effect, and the Administration has been negotiating to
leave tae application of sanctions on foreign firms to Executive Branch ciscretion

It remains ro be seen whetaer this different strategy will produce a more effective policy It does seem
more lige.y to procuce a result accestasle to both sides tian the policy announcec by the Presicent i Aoril but less
hi<ely taan the current craft bill to aggravate U S allies and otaer friencly countries throug 1 eforts 10 impose U S

law on their companies As a genera nu.e, such an asoroach wou.d have the furtaer benefit o7 avo1cing sublic
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announcements of 20 icles designed to preempt proposed legislation, such as tae new sanctions on Iran, that might

jeopardize other foreign policy priorities, such as NPT extension
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